introduction It is widely acknowledged that subsidies in scholarly publishing exist to offset the high cost of production and limited market for scholarly monographs. Though quite correct, this view reflects only one way of discussing monograph subsidies. Subsidies also help sustain academic fields. When shared among publishers, subsidies sustain the creation of varied forms of intellectual capital. Pierre Bourdieu, in his study of the rise of modern French literature, 1 underscores how intellectual production is fed by such differentiation. The phenomenon allows for multiple access points to the field of knowledge. Book-specific (as opposed to operating) subsidies play a key role in sustaining the publication activities necessary to this process of differentiation.
Robert A. Stebbins maintains that the Aid to Scholarly Publishing Program (ASPP) in particular may be responsible for sustaining the monograph as a scholarly genre in Canada. 2 The Awards to Scholarly Publications Program, as it is now known, has organizational roots stretching back to 1941. The program is administered by the Federation for the Humanities and Social Sciences, a non-profit organization largely financed by the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council (SSHRC), Canada's principal research funding body in the humanities and social sciences. The ASPP has supported the publication of over 7000 scholarly books since its creation. Scholarly publication in Canada would look very different were it not for the ASPP and the myriad other scholarly monograph subsidy programs. The process by which this subsidy landscape might affect scholarly output naturally invites further reflection.
The purpose of this article is to provide the contour of what might be understood as a 'subsidy landscape.' A subsidy landscape exerts on publishers an effect akin to a public policy. It emanates from the conflation of the various programs that may be used to sustain the publication of scholarly monographs. The features of a landscape (ASPP, research centres, universities, research grants, philanthropy, etc.) might fall in line with what Robert K. Merton named the 'Matthew effect, ' 3 whereby leading authorities accumulate distinctions at a cost to others. This risk of concentrating scholarly influence in an elite affirms the need to structure subsidy regimes around the objective of multiplying the number of organizations dedicated to housing the practices of monograph publication. Diversity tends over time to produce differentiated knowledge. By sustaining a plurality of monograph-making sites, we invite the creation of distinctions among publishers, which is key to accommodating the polyphony of scholarship in the humanities and social sciences.
I frame this reflection with two pieces of theory drawn from the sociology of organizations: 1) Pierre Bourdieu's notions of field and capital; and 2) critical management studies, a critique of the drive for efficiency in organizations, or managerialism. Subsidy landscapes that fail to counter the pressure to conform to market-oriented standards of organizational activity can influence changes in the nature of scholarship. An understanding of subsidies that is blind to this effect may be echoed in the kind of monographs published as a result.
two pieces of sociological theory The first piece of theory, Bourdieu's notions of field 4 and capital, 5 provides an understanding of subsidies from beyond their usual budgetary purpose and establishes a space wherein we might track their influence. Subsidies may be thought of as sustaining the production of scholarship high in scholarly intellectual capital but largely invisible to those who value financial capital. Subsidies offer support from outside the market and accord books the freedom to generate intellectual capital on their own terms. Subsidies may even sustain outsider books, thus allowing their content to reach the academic mainstream with a legitimate alternative claim to truth.
Bourdieu further allows us to think of a field as a collection of intellectual spaces, a pastiche of competing claims to truth, each of which sustains a certain balance between intellectual and financial capital. When overwhelmed by spaces primarily concerned with converting intellectual into financial capital, fields tend to limit their points of access. Thus monopolized by financial capital, a field has little room for the development of intellectual spaces with an alternative to a normalized truth. Participation in a field is a conjuncture of many elements, key to which is the possibility of working with a publisher accredited as a producer of quality scholarly monographs. Without subsidy regimes, it could be argued, there would be a great deal more convergence around the kind of research most easily converted into financial capital.
The second piece of theory comes from critical management studies, which brings together elements from Marxism, critical theory, and poststructuralism in a critique of modern organizations as alienating to workers. 6 A recurring object of critique is the spread of what is termed managerialism, 7 which designates the phenomenon resulting from the introduction of a greater space for managers (and more of them) across most industrial sectors from the 1980s onward. It is a cultural phenomenon sustained by a 'guru literature.' Its critics deride it as little more than a promotion of austere efficiency that spread across organizations in the late twentieth century. Calls to do more with less ostensibly proceeded from financial difficulties, but such calls also result from the spread of managerialism. The tendency by university administrations to designate their presses as revenue-generating entities is a good example of managerialism.
competing sets of sustainability practices Subsidizing agencies such as the ASPP are merely part of a larger process by which scholarship is produced, one that includes acquisition editors, anonymous reviewers, various kinds of editors and designers, as well as marketing staff. These individuals collectively ensure that a book awakens as a cultural artefact and a physical object. While these activities may take place without a subsidy, the role of subsidies as facilitators of organizational activity devoted to book making becomes evident at the decision to publish, that moment in a book's life when an editorial board passes judgement on its existence. Inasmuch as subsidies allow for an amount to be entered on the relevant line of the project approval form, they permit the work of editing, designing, and marketing to take place. This work in turn allows for the accumulation of organizational knowledge on the part of the publisher. We should evaluate a publisher's organizational knowledge according to its capacity to add value to a manuscript by linking the craftsmanship of its editors with the expectations of its audience. From the acquisitions editor to the marketing staff, all will undertake activities whose purpose is to enlighten by putting to use techniques and practices inherited from the long history of the book. Subsidies contain a symbolic power capable of stimulating organizational learning.
A useful way of understanding this second nature of subsidies, the one connected to the sociological phenomenon of publishing, is to think of them as a practice of sustainability competing for relevance with the more established practice of accounting. Practices of sustainability are the arguments, measures, and performances deployed to justify the continued existence of an organization before those who have the power to end it. Accounting, the more obvious of the two, aims to present balanced financial statements, while the less tangible organizational sociology, to which monograph subsidies are connected, is more closely associated with the regard for craftsmanship in book production. Admittedly more nebulous than financial statements, craftsmanship is a purpose equally capable of sustaining organizational activity.
The understanding of subsidies as financial instruments that contribute to balanced financial statements is one that is easily challenged by managerialism. Managerialism promotes a culture that takes a hostile view to subsidies, seeing them as shields from the disciplining effects of the market. Managers maintain a unique perspective on their organizations, one that can too easily descend into attacks on what they perceive as costly approaches to production. But these activities often harbour long-cultivated organizational knowledge that is likely key to generating intellectual capital.
Both Bourdieu and the critical management literature warn us of the difficulties that can arise if we fail to appreciate the sociological aspects of book subsidies. We risk becoming incapable of observing the contribution of subsidies toward sustaining the organizational knowledge necessary to ensuring the production of high-quality books. The fable that standards can be maintained while slashing through the practices of a publisher is true from a managerial perspective only because it is blind to the value of these standards in generating intellectual capital. Managerialism's penchant for quantitative data is key to marginalizing such qualitative phenomena as 'organizational knowledge. ' Scholarly manuscripts under managerialism may find themselves judged by heterogeneous criteria 8 incapable of recognizing the value added of the publisher's activities. If we add to the downgrading of activities a drive to expand markets beyond academia, the fields of knowledge could rapidly be depleted of all but their most marketable scholars. We would, under such circumstances, progressively lose sight of the contribution to academia that comes from sustaining a plurality of approaches to scholarship. There is no reason to believe we have reached this sad state. But should subsidies disappear or move toward evaluation criteria anchored on established and/or saleable forms of scholarship, scholarly publishing in Canada would find itself with a system of academic values arguably different from the one that informed the early development of its subsidy regimes. Such a reversal would greatly heighten the risk of editorial standardization around market demand.
Scholarly publishers of monographs are intuitively aware of the balancing act between these two competing practices of sustainability. They must account for their costs while maintaining the organizational capacity to generate intellectual capital, an awkward balancing act. As an acquisitions editor, I was regularly confronted with this dilemma and only freed from worry when a subsidy was secured. Reversing the values that underlie our current subsidy landscape would force a deep change of culture for scholarly publishers. The higher purpose of enacting organizational knowledge, from which may result a book that could alter our understanding and sustain even further intellectual activity downstream, would be deprioritized.
A defence of subsidies built on an understanding of their contribution to publication budgets is bound to fail when up against the prescriptions of efficiency that haunt the twenty-first century. Such defences can be easily countered by exhortations to raise sales and then seized upon to restructure, downgrade, and outsource, which ultimately lead to a general reduction of publisher activity. In the process, publishers close themselves off to what Darcy Cullen has called the 'social text,'
9 the unspoken connection between the publisher as an organization and the book as a cultural and material artefact. The organizational activity that allows for monograph production thins when we fail to see that subsidies are not only intended to balance budgets but are also deeply connected to a process of organizational knowledge accumulation.
the canadian monograph subsidy landscape It is a grim joke in scholarly publishing that a good year is a break-even year. Balanced financial statements should entitle a publisher to ward off pressures to restructure for at least another year. But scholarly publishing in Canada has rarely been profitable, and from very early on, efforts were made to support monograph publication. DiMaggio and Powell are precisely concerned with the effects on institutions of limited sources of external support. 10 According to their framework, Canadian scholarly publishing has been strongly institutionalized around the ASPP, particularly in its support for peer review as a defining characteristic of scholarship.
Stebbins 11 was rather satisfied with the ASPP's activities. And there is no reason to suspect outright that its transition in 2012 from the Aid to the Awards to Scholarly Publication Program signifies a will to dismiss the role of subsidies in supporting the organizational sociology of scholarly publishing. Such a rebranding is evidently meant to emphasize the worthiness of the recipient publishers. But as public sector organizations are not likely to rebrand without some kind of meaningful deliberation, we might suspect a philosophical transformation in the Canadian scholarly book subsidy landscape. This rebranding could not have gone unnoticed by publishers, as monograph making creates perpetual awareness of the fragility of its sustainability. Publishers are keen observers of what affects their craft. This awareness is at the root of the intuitive balancing between intellectual and financial capital.
The ASPP is a dominant feature of the Canadian monograph subsidy landscape. Research grants to scholars from the SSHRC also support monograph publication significantly. Subsidy landscapes are also partially field specific, and external partnerships in which Canadian scholarly publishers routinely engage usually entail some kind of financial support. Support at the level of a collection is also a form of field-specific support. Many publications in the field of public administration, for example, are supported by the Institute of Public Administration of Canada through its association with the University of Toronto Press. While collections have become sites where the practices of sustainability are negotiated, monograph publication in Canada remains strongly institutionalized around a limited number of agencies. This raises the need for keen awareness of the effects of funding criteria on scholarship.
Establishing a link between subsidy award criteria and scholarly output could logically proceed through an examination of the publishing decision-making process. Decisions at the ASPP are based on readers' reports and enacted by a board, which relies on these external evaluators completely for areas of specialization (in academia, in practice, this means all fields). The boards that supervise publications supported by the Institute of Public Administration of Canada are composed of specialists in public administration. What impact this distinction ultimately has on the publishing decisions requires closer examination than can be afforded here. The kinds of deliberations, the structure of the information presented for discussion, and the impact of subsidies on editorial choices are deep elements of scholarly publishing that remain largely unexplored from the perspective of organizational sociology.
Exploring this decision-making process in depth and applying ideas harvested from organizational sociology to the study of subsidies more broadly are a promising and pressing avenue for research. Such endeavours are key to understanding the link between subsidy program criteria and scholarly output. Subtle transformations in program administration can produce significant effects, especially where the financial sources are limited. There may be no compelling reason to believe that managerialism has taken hold of the subsidy regimes of Canada, as so far the hypothesis is unproven, but there is no reason to discount its potential either. There is justification enough to explore the issue, and scholarly publishing in general, from the (long-maligned and misunderstood) literature on organizational sociology. conclusion The purpose of this article was to provide some insight into how we might study scholarly monograph subsidies, raising the relevance of exploring the organizational forces that shape subsidy landscapes. The article built upon the premise that a multiplicity of publishers is conducive to greater variety in intellectual production, implying that transformations in subsidy regimes can lead to meaningful changes in scholarly output. These perspectives are derived from the works of Pierre Bourdieu and from critical management studies. For the humanities and social sciences, which depend so greatly on differentiation, any transformation that relies on managerialist principles or any other form of standardization should be of grave concern.
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